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militarism. From a sociological point of view militarism is not
simply nationalism, nor the maintenance of a strong army, nor
even a policy which might lead to war. Militarism in our ter-
minology designates a specific body of ideas and sentiment relat-
ing to politics and social life.1 One of its historical roots was the
old warrior-spirit, as embodied in the traditions and ideals of a
privileged warrior-caste. This spirit implied a specific code of
honour, centred on the prestige of the warrior, the cult of war-
like heroism, of noble blood, and of symbols such as the flag
and the sword, later also uniform, duelling, etc., the belief in
war as the profession most worthy of a nobleman, the contempt
for manual labour and trade, the claim to a privileged position,
and the rejection of the " bourgeois ethos s> and of equalitarian
nnd democratic tendencies. This spirit has been modified by
the development of military technique and political organiza-
tion. Whereas the old way of fighting consisted in individual
combats between knights, the new way became that of disciplined
mass-action. The mailed knight was replaced by the officer.
It was no longer so much personal courage and strength which
were the decisive factors but tactics and strategy, technical means
of warfare and the art of swaying public opinion. A new men-
tality arose which esteemed qualities and methods quite alien to
the spirit of knighthood, such as unity of command, strict sub-
ordination, mechanical obedience, cunning stratagems, political
propaganda, the principles of raison dyetat and of a double morality.
Modern militarism consists of a mixture of the warrior-ethos with
the new technical mentality, and their application to politics.
Moreover, militarism has in recent times become allied with
nationalism, and both have gained immense power through this
alliance.
In former times militarism was mainly a professional ethos
. restricted to professional soldiers. The knights who took service*
for wages, the condottieri, lansquenets, and other military adven-
turers had neither a dynastic nor a national loyalty, though they
had their typical mentality and code of honour. Kings later
created a dynastic militarism which often also possessed some
national traits, in so far as the king and the nobility represented
the nation. It took a long time, however, until in certain nations
militarism became fully national. In the Hundred Years War
the national English army proved superior to the feudal French
army. The French nobility showed the greatest contempt for
1 The most comprehensive and instructive book on the subject is Alfred Vagts,
History of Militarism, 1938.